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1 April 1961 


MEMORANDUM FOR: Mr. Eross 

SUBJECT : TOD, Intelligence Program Review, and the Fw ure 


i 


1, The presentation of the initial TOD report will hopefully rais>ea n» 


usgillf 


ence 


- »-* i' 

for which there is cur ent \ 

if nc t 


com munity program 

"use" pla hT A <^ctsTon to go on with the TOD de ve¥oprn«T nt^fm plteri tly 
explicitly, assumes inclusion of FY 19t>9 and 1970, and eventually the £ ve- 1 
program. It also assumes updating and the cyclical output of TCD. A vth t 
less would hardly justify continuance of such an effort. 


2. However, to continue TOD along these lines only serves to poi t ©t i 
the redundancy and duplication of administrative burdens in preparing lata i 
the CIP, CCP and NRP, in particular. It should also point out that the cur?* * 
review process in these programs as separate entities and actions lea' sb ti : t- 
thing to be desired. 

3. For example, it would appear much more reasonable to reviev ret i , : :e, 
Snd programming in the Collection of Foreign Intelligence along with n lat« t t t 
programs in a single program review where one cohld regard the effor an 
issues related to specific areas and objectives regardless of organizat one 
involved. 


4. It is doubtful that the TOD Committee will open the door on the prcSSitun 
of such functional -objective review and one can argue that it is beat thet the, 
do not do so. The factor which looms largest in this area is the OSD f *og * i - < . 


5. We can say without any doubt that DIA, NSA, and NRO would h 1 ops* nei 
to a functional -objective program review process. It also appears pxttjabl s shut 
on the Assistant Secretary level, the opposition of DDR&E and even Sy stem 
Analysis would be likely. The fact is that the immediate impact of such a - ---i w 
process would tend to reduce the baronial power centers of agencies at i lit : 
primary action levels in the existing program review structure. The i aw 
review process would place them in an environment where they would be 
competing, instead of controlling and "log rolling." It Is this verv cor petit or 
and visibility which would increase the intelligence management capabilities 
at the DCI-SECDEF level. 
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6. All of this Is fine in concept. T he r ealities ofjar riving at an in oler • 
* u . ch A re view process become* the impo rUnflac to! life i we 
AAiume QCI-SEC pE F. policy agreement. 

7 • I^lSEewould b«s Qp. Baiter wax. to MlJJh*. .e/feqtiyene * ■ of a -unc.onsi 

review process than to set. up an ImpIcmentatU c plat cor . . u e 

M 1 ? ,^ry, Qr£Sni®p.tlpn# who have the greatest atai s 
* n To have such organizations critique suck an 

implementation plan and engage in policy dialogue* at agency and 3 ~a.fi 
level* is obviously essential to good management. However, the plan itself 
must be originated at and by the level It is primarily designed to serve. 

8. How can this be done V [* the time -ripe*’ and are the people imolve, 
compatible enough? woujd tte DC I *et down the ba*ic framework f .r 

? ro * ran » re.pvrce revjew^rocels ? ' Could he and woo d h« 
approach the Secretary of Defease and other policy level# with a proposed 
implementation plan? 


Of course, one cannot presume to know the answer to such ques 
r e, in NIPE, ostensibly believe in the concept of the DC I as the leader 
•+m* i us Intelligence. W^htJ^gE, ha ve t he experience and capability to 

&HJKSS&J2&4 §®, a r y tru Iff Uif i functional- oh, 
-g?°g *• .**» review s true tu re for US intelligence, Or are we ev en re^dy to 
begi^the dialogue? ■ - .»■-» 
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